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| of the Govemment Workers’ Council of the National..Woman’s 
Party, which waged a brilliant campaign on behalf of the right of married 
women to hold posiiicons in the Government service. 


Left to Right: Edwina Avery, of the Department of Agriculture, Chairman; 
Emma Shaw, of the Treasury Department, Vice-Chairman; Lucy Phelps, 
| of the War Department. 
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OBJECT OF THE WOMAN’S PARTY 
The object of this organization shall be 
te secure for women complete equality 
a with men under the law and in all human 
relationships, 


‘THE LOCRETIA MOTT AMENDMENT 
“Men and women shall have Equal Rights 
throughout the United States and every 

place subject te its jurisdiction.” | 


“Congress shall have power to enforce 
this article by appropriate legislation.” — 


{Senate Joint Resolution Number 52 
House Joint Resolution Number 65 


Introduced tn the sonets June 4, 1929, 
by S#naror P. Nya, North Dakota. 


| Introduced in the House January 11, 1932, 
by Lovis 
Indiana. 


Ellaabeth Sekien Rogers, N.Y. 


Margaret Whittemore, Calif. 
Mrs. Valentine Winters, Ohio 


to make them realize how bad conditions are. 


issued that statement. 


By 
T SOMETIMES happens that a scientist, investigator or explorer, in find- 
| ing the specific thing he has been Jooking for, also makes other discoveries 
* that are as valuable, if not More so, than the main object of his search. © 
Columbus, for instance, discovered a new continent while on a voyage to the 
Indies. Benjamin Franklin wanted to draw down lightning with a kite — 
and had-his first encounter with The great force of electricity. The by-products | 
of laboratories and industrial plants are sometimes more yaluable than their 


‘main output. 


While therefore we do regret scnslaidiiiaty that the married persons pro- — 
vision was not ironed out-of the Economy Bill before it was passed, we never- 
theless feel, as we look back upon the struggle, that there were by-products 
which were very valuable and which should be taken advantage of immediately — 
and utilized ¢o the utmost to achieve the emancipation of women. 

Undoubtedly, judging from the debate on the floor of the Senate, if the 
time had not been so short, the bill would have been reconsidered and the” 
discriminatory features eliminated. But, even though this main object was 
not attained, those engaged’ in the fight against the passage of the married 
persons provision learned twe impressive lessons: That by banding together 


- women will be able eventug@iy to have unjust, discriminatory laws repealed; 
and that efforts will continue to be made to have women bear the brunt of every 


economic and political crisis until Equal Rights becomes the law of the land. 
Many women and many men are too complacent about such things. They 
need to be galvanized into action. It takes the passage of an Economy Bill 
Loss, in other words, will be — 
turned inte gain if the shock of what has occurred, the widespread publicity 
given to the campaign, and the great increase in the membership of the National 
Woman’s Party result in crystallizing sentiment to such a degree that the 
arene for the passage of an oe Rights Amendment can no —— be denied. 


Armistice 
HE NATIONAL WOMAN’S PARTY is proud, and quite siapieaatane 
80, of the contents of the present issue of Equa. Ricurs. 

If ever the Party has fonght a good fight, it was when it joined hands 
with the married women Government workers to prevent their eviction, on an 
utterly unsound pretext of economy, from jobs to attain which they had-to 
satisfy rigorous civil service tests and to maintain which they had to render 


service consisient with ihe high standards of the Federal merit system. 


As Senator Dale said, “It is a vital element of the Civil Service that the 
Government cannot discharge an employee except for cause.” The only 
reason for having a merit system at all is to ensure that those best fitted 
for the available jobs will get them. “To merit,” according to the dictionary, 
is “to earn a right to,” and that is what these Government employees whom 
if; was proposed to discharge have done. They have earned their right and 
performed their part of the contract according to both the letter and spirit 
of the law, It is certainly not an edifying spectacle that a great Government, 
for whose better conduct and administration the civil service law was passed, 
should now under specious pleas of economy seek to violate the contractual 
obligations which the law imposes. 


However, so far as the campaign itself was concerned, there were features 


that were decidedly hopeful and heartening. It is clear that, except for one 


man’s vanity, the Conference Report, in the form in which it was passed by 
the House, would not have become a law. Pique that the Senate should have 


_ picked flaws in a measure which the House passed with scarcely a dissenting 


vote, or the fact, as the Washington Post puts it, that Speaker Garner “chose 
to accept the action of the Senate in turning down the conference report as a 


| challenge, and not as an invitation to iron out injustices,” is responsible for 


the fact that the married persons provision was not stricken from the bill. 
Happily, Speaker Garner stands in a class almost by himself. Had he 
appointed conferees to reconsider the bill, there is every reason to believe 
that sentiment against penalizing married Government employees would have 
been found to exist as strongly in the House as in the Senate. 
Considerable reason for optimism lies.in the fact that President Hoover 
stated, when he signed the bill, that the measure imposes “unnecessary 
hardships on Government employees,” thereby creating an armistice in what 
probably would have been a concerted attempt to deprive married women of 
their jobs. We learn that no married women have been discharged since he 
With this encouragement from high quarters—the 
President, the Senate—and with the recollection of the gallant fight already 


made, the passage of the resolution to repeal the obnoxious section of the bill 
must be viewed as a foregone conclusion. 
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Married the y Bil 


ASH, gallantry, cool judgment, 
D swift massing of forces, excellent 

discipline and unfaltering leader- 
ship: these characterized. the stirring 
campaign of the Government Workers’ 
Council of the National Woman’s Party 


during the session of Congress just past, — 


- jn their memorable campaign against the 
married persons provision of the Economy 


Bill. The objectionable clause provided 


that, in case both husband and wife are 
employed by the Government, one of them 


should be first to go in case of any reduc- 
tion in personnel. The National Woman’s 


Party had watched the wording of this 
clause, but the fact that the phrasing pre- 


served equality between men and women 


seemed to offer no basis which called for 
action upon this point. However, it soon 
- appeared that the plans for the adminis- 
tration of this proposed law contemplated 
discriminations against women. With 
such discriminations the Woman’s Party . 
is concerned. 

On April 28, the Economy Bill passed 


the House after a stormy debate. The — 


only provision against which not a single 
voice had been raised in protest was the 
one relating to the dismissal of married 
workers. The statement sounds strange 
now, in view of the subsequent euereets 
in the Senate, 

The next day, April 29, two married 
women in Government service in Wash- 
ington came to Woman’s Party head- 


quarters. They stated that though the | 


bill was worded “persons”—evidently in 
deference to the Woman’s Party equality 
campaign—that it was aimed at women; 
that already in government offices, lists 
were being made of married women em- 
ployed, with no similar check-up of mar- 
ried men. The newspapers, tuo, in re- 
porting upon this section of the bill, 
were unanimously of the opinion that it 
referred to married women; and that was 
the opinion seemingly held by Congress- 
men and by the general puone. Alarmed 


at the smooth way this section sailed 


through the House, Government workers 
felt the situation desperate, and appealed — 
to the Woman’s Party to take up the fight. 


A mass meeting was called at Alva Bel- 
mont House on May 1. Maud Younger, 
Congressional Chairman, was called into 
consultation and helped draw up a plan 
of action, working ‘in co-operation ‘with 
Edwina Avery and other members of the 


Government Workers’ Council. Two hun- 
dred and fifty new members joined the 


Council as the: 
momentum. 


Immediately Woman's Party head. 


quarters began to hum with accelerated 
activity. The campaign for an equality 
reservation to the World Court was. 


already in full swing; a delegation was 
starting out to carry the Equal Rights 
plank to the Democratic and Republican 
National Conventions; now came this new 


.«battle front and fresh recruits. 


Mrs. Avery, chairman of the Married 
Workers’ Campaigii, énergetically carried 
on, with Miss Younger’s tireless co-opera- 
tion, and that of the members of the Gov- 
ernment Workers’ Council, old and new. 
The complete honor roll of workers would 
be lengthy. Among the most active were 


Emma Shaw, Phyllis Lyle, Emelie Neu- 


nam, Florence Lillian Heath, Lillian Nie- 


“eum, Helen Forbes, Ada Townsend, Beu- 


lah Crisp, Margaret Rowland, Viola Crea- 


son, Gladys Whalley, Leila Diller, Ida 


Hudnut, Sarah Sechrist, Flavia Morse, 
Kate Keaton, Helen Evans, Grace 


Cochran, Lucy Phelps, Annette McClel- 
lan, Hilda Weinerth, Mrs. Isaac Capayas, ! 


and Rosalie Taylor. | 

Daily and nightly, these and their col- 
leagues met in enthusiastic groups at 
Woman’s Party headquarters to report 
on Senators they had lobbied; to issue 
statements and press releases; to draft 
letters to Senators and otherwise make 
the Married Women Workers a figure in 
the public mind. They —_— eight of 


their own typewriters to headquarters, 
and the “eight clicked cheerfully and 
steadily far into the nights. 

_ When the Economy Bill reached the 
Senate, it went to a special committee— 
the Economy Committee; Senator Jones 
of Washington, chairman. This commit- 
tee promptly struck out that portion of 
the married persons provision, which re- 


lated to those at present in the service. 
It retained, however, the provision with 
‘regard to future employees. In this form, 
_ it.passed the Senate and went to confer- 
ence. Senator Jones was chairman, but — 
among the conferees was Senator Smoot 
of Utah, who ig generally influential in 
shaping conferences. When the bill came ~ 
out of conference, the old obnoxious pro- 


vision was back: the section relating to 
married persons was just as it was when 
it passed the House. It was at this time 
that the most intensive lobbying and cam- 
paigning began. In the beginning, a good 


-Iany of these new campaigners were com- 
pletely unacquainted with Congress in | 
action, and knew very few Senators by 


sight; but before the first of July, they 
were experts in lobbying, and familiar 
and popular figures at the Capitol. At 
one night session of the Senate, a group 
of twenty young women was active: 


every Senator who appeared was’ sur- 


rounded on the instant by a bevy of apt 


and animated lobbyists from the Gov- : 


ernment Workers’ Council of the Wom- 
an’s Party. 


Senator McKellar said on the floor, 


“When this matter first came to the Sen- 
ate (Married Persons , 


section) it had 
been considered by very few Senators.” 
That, however, was before the Govern- 
ment Workers had started their cam- 
paign. 


The bill was sien upon the floor on 


_ June 23 by Senator Jones; and here fol- — 


lows an account of the fight as reported 
in the Congressional Record. 


On the Senate F loor 


(From the Congressional Record, June 24-28.) 


SENATOR JONES: Mr. President; 


desire to make a brief statement with 
reference to the conference report. .. One 
amendment that has caused a good deal 
of trouble to the Senators probably is 


No. 67, which relates to married people 


in the departments. | 


Mr. REED: What is the number of the 
amendment relating to married people? 


Mr. JONES: That is amendment num-_ 


ber 67. 


Mr. SHORTRIDGE: Where is it lean 
—on what page? 


Mr. JONES: On page 64 of the bill... 
We had sixty or seventy amendments 


that we had to harmonize and settle in 


this matter, and so the conference report 
recommended recession from that amend- 
ment on the part of the Senate..... 

Mr. FLETCHER: Mr. President, I was 
called out of the Chamber for a moment 
and I am not certain that this bill carries 
the provision with reference to married 
persons. Is that in the conference bill? 
..... I wondered just what had been 
done with it. 

Mr. JONES: .. 


. The conferees gave — 


the matter very careful consideration— 
we had quite a controversy over the 
matter, .... 

Mr. REED: Was the attention of the 
conferees called to the fact that it applied 
only to married persons “living with hus- 
band or wife?” If they separate it will 
not be applicable. In other words if they 


break up the family it does not apply to 
them, 


Mr. JONES: 


Mr. LA FOLLETTE: Mr. President, 


if the Senator from Washington will 


I rather think it en 
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that proposition 
“whether the Senate is going to reject the 
conference report because of one diiference. | 


rections made. 
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yield, I think the Senator from Pennsyl- 


vania is absolutely correct about it, be- — 


cause some people have called at my 
office saying that. they are receiving very 
low salaries, and that it will be impos- 
sible for them to exist if one of them is 


dismissed, and that they will be forced “3 
separate, 


Mr. REED: In other words in the 


name of economy we are breaking up 


families. 
Mr, LA FOLLETTE: Exactly. 
Mr. JONES: Of course I can see the 


possibility of that occurring but I do not 


think it will... personally I am not for 


_ the provision—but this is a conference 


report ... there must be concessions 


Mr. WALCOTT: Mr. President, will 


the Senator yield? 


“Mr. JONES: I yield. 
Mr. WALCOTT: I simply want’ to say 


‘with reference to the point made by the 
Senator from Pennsylvania and the Sena- 


tor from Wisconsin, that I have in my 


‘office the record of three couples who 


have testified positively that in order to 
retain their jobs under: this new ruling 
of the conferees they would have to sepa- 
rate, wife and husband. I know of three 
cases of that kind specifically. . . I have 


given this matter considerable thought — 


and I cannot escape the conclusion that 
it is actually forcing the separation of 


“several Couples who have children to sup- 


port. One woman tells me that she can- 
not go on with the education of her chil- 
dren if only one of the parents is work- 
ing. In order to get enough income, the 
two must work; and in order to work, 
the wife must leave her husband in order 


‘to educate her children. 


Mr. JONESgel am not going to argue 


the question is 


Mr. COPELAND: TI want to add a 


not alone about the married persous 


provision, but 1 find a great many over- 
Sights in this bill. So far as I am con- 
cerned, I spoke strongly in the committee 
and do now, against this provision relat- 


ing to married coupies in the public ser- 


vice. 

Mr. JONES: 
knows I was with him. 
“Mr. COPELAND: I know that. 

Mr. JONES: Nevertheless we have our 


- conference report. 


* * * * 


{Senator Copeland wished to. refer the 
economy bili back to have certain cor- 


* * * 
Mr.°McKELLAR: Mr. President, at 
this late day in the session I am in great 
doubt whether we would get any bill 


passed at all if we sent this bill back, 


for that reason I think we ought to er 
this 


The Senator probably 


The next day, June 24, Senator Me- 
Kellar introduced a concurrent resolution, 
instructing the enrolling clerk to strike 
out the provision applying te the employ- 


- ment of married persons at present em- 
_. ployed; but retaining the provision relat- 
ing to the future <— of married © 


persons. 


Mr. McKELLAR: If that concurrent 


resolution is passed it will go to the House — 


and the House can pass upon it.... 
‘We ought not to take the risk involved in 
réjeeiing the — report at this 


time. 


Mr. COPELAND: ine not the Sena- 
tor think that we might better reject the 
report and let it go back to the.conferees 


to see if this matter relating to married | 


persons as well as the other matters, can 


considered and acted upon the 


mittee? 
Mr. McKELLAR: Earlier. in the ses- 


_ sion when the conferees and the Congress 


had plenty of time to pass on it, that 
might be a very wise course... but at 


this late day if we took to 


the passage of this bill. . 


Mr. ROBINSON of pula: : In view of 
all the complaints that are made here . . 


_ while I should very much like to see the 


conference report agreed to and the bill 
finally passed, I believe the best policy 
is to let it go back to conference and let 
the conferees make another effort to settle 
it... It is perfectly apparent from the de- 
bate that has proceeded here for almost 


24 hours that many Senators are not in a 
frame of mind to accept this report... . . 


Mr. JONES: T am rather inclined to 


think that the wise course for us to take 


under the circumstances is to take the bill 
back to conference. .. As I stated yester- 


day, I have been from the beginning in > 


sympathy with ihe contention of the mar- 


people. 


Mr. MOSES: . . it (economy bill) now 
comes to us and upon examination we 
find that not only this matter of ihe mar- 
ried couples, but various other conclu- 
sions. . . the simple thing is to follow the 
suggestion made by the Chairman of the 


Committee on and | 
_ this report. . 
Mr, COSTIGAN: Does the Senator | 
_ (Bratton of New Mexico) approve of the 
' provision relating to married women as 


reported by the Committee? 


Mr. BRATTON: I do, ... This pro- 


vision relates to married persons and con- 


cerns married men in the government 
service the same as it does married 
womens: 
spouses ... there is no distinction be- 
tween the husband and wife. 

Mr. REED: Does the Senaior think 
that in very many cases it is probable 
that... the women would remain at work 
and the husband would sit around in idle- 
ness living on her earnings? 


working for the family. 


out the country... 


directed at both. 


Equal ‘Rights 


Mr, BRATTON: No. 

Mr. REED: If that is the case, then it 
is directed at the married women, because 
one or the other would have to be dis- 
charged. .. This is a case of permanent dis- 
missal from the service and I say that in 
every case where a married pair are em- 
ployed by the government, it is going to 


be the women who will be dropped be- 


cause it is unthinkable that her husband 
would be dropped and she would go on 


Mr. BRATTON:... The has 
gone abroad that tes moment this: bill 
shall be appreved by the President every 
woman in the service whose husband is 
likewise employed by the government will 
automatically be dismissed. Of course 
that is a misunderstanding and it is due 
in a large measure to the propaganda 
which has been heralded abroad through- 
Bat 48 hbe- 
comes necessary to curtail the personnel 
of the government service and there are 
two persons within the same class, one of 
whom is a husband whose wife is also on 
the payroll is it not far better to have 
one of them go out of the service and let 


that family get along afterwards with 
one salary than to dismiss another em- 
ployee working alongside of them ..... 


who is the sole support of a family? In 
other words, let two families have one 
pay check each instead of one see two 


pay checks and the other none. 
. Does it [the bill] not 


“Mr. REED: 
wholly ignore the aicteney of the person 
and base dismissal solely on the marital 


_relationship? 


Mr. BRATTON: It hae: are in the 
same‘ class I should assume that they 
would be of the same 
of 

* * 

Mr, REED: Now then is not ‘this the 

way the provision is going to work. . 


‘That the husband and wife living A 


as they should, will be confronted with 
the provisions of this section, and the law 
will compel the dropping of one of them; 


_ whereas if they separate and establish two 


domiciles, and live the way no husband 
and wife ought to live, the law will pro- 
tect them in their jobs. In the one case 
where they live normally the law throws 
them out. In the other case where they 
live abnormally—the law protects them 
and holds them in. Is not that an exceed- 
ingly bad publie policy? 

_Mr. BRATTON: Of course; but I dare 
say that the average husband and wife in 
the Uniied States will cling to one an- 
other and live on one salary. I do not 
believe that the average husband and 
wife in this country will forsake one 
another simply because the government 
is unwilling to give them two pay checks 
when their next door neighbor, likewise 
in the government service, must give up 
his single pay check and thereafter have 
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no income in the family. I cannot join the 
Senator from Pennsylvania in the belief 
that the average husband and wife in this 
country will take that view of the situa- 
tion. | 

Mr. REED: If a separation were necés- 
sary for a time in order to protect the 
home that they have bought, on which in- 
stallments are due—or in order to pro- 
vide for the children they ‘perhaps are 


struggling to educate, I believe any hus- 


band and wife with proper spirit would 
make the sacrifice and would separate for 
the time being. . 


Mr. CONNALLY: Mr. President, I 
have no desire to interject myself into 
this debate between the Senator from 
Pennsylvania and the Senator from New 
Mexico. I do, however, desire to take this 
opportunity to express my amazement at 
the sentiments expressed by the Senator 
from Pennsylvania. ff the employees of 
the Federal Government have reached the 
point where they think more of the pay 


check than they do of their homes and 


families, if they are willing to sacrifice 
their homes in order to pay for a material 
home, I think it is quite time for us to 
carry this furlough a little further and in 
the case of such as adopt that sort of sub- 
terfuge to stay on the payroll, to separate 
them permanently from the payroll. 


Mr. REED: If it is reprehensible for 


them to do as I have suggested, then it 
is reprehensible for any traveling sales- 
man to leave his home and go away to 
earn money. | | 

Mr. COSTIGAN: Bearing in mind that 
even in so-called normal times there is 
considerable unemployment, is the Sena- 
tor from New Mexico prepared to urge 


upon the Senate the policy he is support- 


‘The 


On June 30, Senator Robinson of Ar- 
kansas rose upon the floor of the Senate 
and said, “The President has signed the 
Economy Bill. When he did so, he issued 
a Statement expressing two grounds of 
regret in connection with the measure. 
There is a statement in a press report 
which is attributed to the President to 


& the effect that the bill contains some pro- 


Visions which will impose unnecessary 
hardships on Government employees. I 


m *gree with that. There is particularly one 


such prevision now in mind, and it ought 
to be corrected just as soon as practicable. 
The Senator from Connecticut has offered 


4 resolution to accomplish that purpose. — 


Mr. BINGHAM: Mr. President, I am 
glad to learn from the President's state- 
nent that he agrees with the Senator 
‘rom Arkansas and myself that there are 
some features of the so-called economy 
vill which will cause hardships. ... . 
‘here ig on the table at the present time 


ing with respect to married women as a 
permanent to be by the 
Government? ..... 

Mr. BRATTON: Yes, Mr. President, I 
think the unemployment situation such 
that the Government should adopt the 
policy of giving a family only one pay 


check instead of two while another family 


with one bread winner shall go without 
any income. . . I think, too, Mr. President, 
that industry is fast coming to that view- 
point. Why should no employment be 
spread on the widest possible scale among 
worthy people who desire it? . . . I forecast 


that within the next ten years'the Govern- 


ment and industry, alike, will adopt that 


policy, the situation will compelit.... If 
not, we shall have oa — without 


employment. 


[Other sections of the pill were aoe 
objected to, in the course of which Sena- 


tor Dale spoke. 
Mr. DALE: It is a vital 
ment of the civil service that the govern- 


ment cannot discharge an employee ex- 


 cepting for cause..... 


House, | 


gaid, “The House voted almost unani- 


The VICE-PRESIDENT: The question 
is on agreeing to the conference report. — 
* 


Tie report was rejected and the Senate 
asked a further conference with the 


And so the bill went back to Conference. 


Sneaker Garner, however, refused to ap- 


point new conferees, Of the old conferees, 
two Democrats had gone to Chicago for 
the Democratic Convention, Mr, McDuffie, 
Chairman of Conferees, before leaving, 


mously for the report and will not yield.” 


Representative Rainey, on the other hand, 


was confident that the House and Senate 


a joint resolution which would repeal a 


portion of the bill and would alleviate 


the unnecessary suffering which will be 


* 


The Seisidant in his statement also 
said: “Second, it imposes 
hardships on Government employees. . 
Some of these larger ones should be reme- 
died at the next session of Congress. I 
believe we can administratively alleviate 
some of these difficulties and hardships. 
Every effort will be made to do so.” 

At a meeting of the Government Work- 
ers’ Council held at the National Wom- 
an’s Party-headquarters on July 11, 19382, 


the following resolution was passed: 


Wuereas the President of the United 
States, in signing the Economy Bill, de- 
plored. certain injustices in that bill, 
among them Section 213, relating to the 
discharge of married persons; and 

Wuernas the discharge of married per- 


conferees would be able to harmonize their : 


differences, 

An editorial in the Waskhenres Post, 
June 28, says: “The Speaker of the House 
(Chairman Garner) chose to accept the 
action of the Senate in turning down the 
conference report as a challenge, and not 
as an invitation to iron out injustices. He 
has refused to appoint new conferees. 
And as the original conferees cannot at- 
tend to their important business in Chi- 
cago and return in time to attend to the 
relatively unimportant matters tied up 


_in the economy bill, the Senate now faces 


the prospect of preventing enactment of 


that measure before the end of the fiscal 


year—by Thursday evening. If the meas- 
ure is not passed, along with the remain- 
ing appropriation bills, the “financial and 
business affairs of the Government will be 


in chaos,” according to Chairman Jones 


of the Senate Appropriations Committee. 

.«. The House could have selected 
conferees who, with the Senate, would 
have ironed out these inequitable features 


_ within. the course of a few hours. The 


Speaker preferred to view the Senate ac- 
tion a8 inviting a fight.” 


And so, on June 28, the Senate recalled. 
the Eeonomy Bill and reluctantly passed 
it. They sent it to the President next day. 
Ait the request of the Government Work- — 


>’ Council of the National Woman’s 


_ Party, Senator Bingham introduced a 


joint resolution for repeal of the section 
relating to married persons, and asked 
for its immediate consideration. Senator 
McNary objected. Subsequent attempts 
by Senator Bingham to bring the matter 


‘to a vote were blocked; but Senator 


La Follette stated on the Senate floor 
that the married persons provision would, 
unquestionably, be repealed next session. 


President and the Bill 


sons neither effects economy nor mainteine 
efficiency, but, if Carried out, would cause 
disruption of homes and separation of 
families, since one Government salary is, 
in most cases, not sufficient for the sup- 
port of children, parents, or other de- 
pendents; and 

since President Hoover’s pub- 
lic disapproval of this section there has 
been no discharge of married women, and 
in consequence ef the stand of the Presi- 
dent in denouneing such action, dis- 
charges will undoubtedly be held up until 
Congress shall have the opportunity to 
remedy the injustice; therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Government Work- 


ers’ Council of the National Woman’s 
Party express their heartfelt thanks to 


President Hoover for his just and, clear- 
sighted stand in the matter. 


This Resolution was accompanied by 
the following letter: 
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THE PRESIDENT, 
The White House. 


Dear Mr, President: 


In sending you: this we 
sire you to know how deeply we appre- 
ciate what you have done to prevent the 
discharge of married women and how 
mueh this action of yours has meant in 
all our lives. 

Perhaps nothing that has come before 
you as Chief Executive of this nation for 
vour  ‘“emination, has so vitally affected 


“Will Not Save - HE decision of 


One Penny” the Senate to 

return the economy 
bili to conference 

fommerce, 

was due to dis- 

New York, N. Y., | | | 

agreement on cer- 
June 28, 1932. . 


tain changes which 


have been referred 


‘to as minor matters. The designation is 
inaccurate, because the questions at issue 
are extremely important in principle, al- 


though the monetary totals involved are — 


not great. 

Apart from objections to certain -pro- 
posed changes in the annuity privileges 
- of superannuated employees, asserted to 
amount to a breach of contract on the 
part of the Government, the Senate was 
primarily concerned over the provision 
‘that in any reduction of personnel, dis- 
~missals should be made first from the 
ranks of the married. That is, if hus- 
band and wife are living together and 
both are in the Government service, either 
one or the other would, under the terms 
of the conference bill, be dismissed before 
other employees within the same class 
could be discharged. 


Measures of this sort cannot be frintiited | 


on the seore of economy. They are, in 
fact, indefensible from any point of view 
except that of the person who thinks that 
only one member of a family has a right 
to earn a living, so long as there is an- 
other person belonging to another family 
group who needs that position. If our 
industrial society were based upon the 


family as a unit, and if employment were 


obtained on the basis of need instead of 
‘ability and special training, discrimina- 
tion against married workers might be 
defended. In an individualistic society, 
however, such distinctions have no place. 
They constitute a direct assault upon the 
acknowledged right of the individual to 
earn his or her living independent of fam- 
ily connections. In practice, the proposal 


contained in the Government economy 
bill would mean discrimination against 
married women. A married woman who 
has entered the public service after pass- 
ing the required examinations or meeting 


Government.” 


the homes of the mt of this gov- 


Epwina Avery, 


Chairman, 


| Government Workers’ Council, 
Woman's Party. 


July 


When on July 16, 


_ the bill to repeal the married persons sec- 
tion of the Economy Bill was still on the 
table. When Congress reconvenes on 


Press Comment 


other tests and has subsequently per- 
formed her duty conscientiously and effi- 
ciently, is entitled to as much protection 
against discharge as any other person, 
man or woman, who is similarly qualified. 

Senator Bingham stmmed up the ob- 
jections to this recommendation when he 


called it “a most unprecedented change 


in policy, which will cause a great deal 


of suffering, entirely unnecessarily, and 


which will not save’one penny to the Fed- 
The chairman of the 
Government Workers’ Council concluded 
a letter of protest addressed to Senator 
Fletcher by saying: “It is impossible to 
figure out the social and economic injus- 
tice that would result by dismissing on 


account of marriage and without regard © 


to individual qualification, effort and eff- 
ciency those who entered the service of 


‘the Federal Government through the 
Civil Service. We are also unable to fig- 


ure out why successful marriage should 


be penalized and why those who marry 


and live separate lives should be favored 
by the Congress of the United States.” 


Dismissal of Wives "J7URNING back 


Held Marriage Peril | brides from the 
The Washington altar and separa- 
ting wives from 
Herald, 
their husbands, the 
Washington, D. C., Federal G 
June 26, 1932, 


ment, through pro- 


visions in the econ- | 


omy bill, has launched the most vicious 
attack of the twentieth century on the 


institution of marriage, Mrs. John Bris- 


ben Walker and Miss Maud Younger of 
the National Woman’s Party — 
last night. 

Mrs. Walker said she knew of ia” 
young women in Washington who have 
cancelled plans to be married this sum- 


mer because they feared dismissal from 
_ their Government jobs. She said: ; 
“One young girl was forced to call back 


invitations to her wedding because she 
realized that it would be impossible to 
live happily on the small salary her hus- 
band-to-be was paid. 

“The Government, in effect, is unten 


Star, 


Equal Rights 


‘December 5, it will still be on the table 


ready for immediate action. And so the 
matter stands, with the Government 
Workers’ Council of the Woman’s Party 
laying the groundwork of its campaign 
for the next session; atid more than ever 
convinced that the Equal Rights Amend. 


ment will be the only guarantee of equal- 
ity of conditions and opportunity for 


women. Only the Equal Rights Amend- 
ment can make women secure both in the 
law and in its administration. | 


a penalty on marriage. The practice will 
spread into industry. If followed to its 
natural conclusion it will mean that mar. 
riage will be thrown into the discard by 


- Inany independent women because the 
Government has placed the siecle on 


‘matrimony too high.” 


Congress 
to Take Own . 
Medicine 


The Washington 


Washington, D. C., 


July 10, 1932, Hill, are not af. 


clause in the Act, 

At least that is how members whose 

wives are their clerks construe the pro- 
vision requiring that husband or wife be 
dismissed if both are in the 
Federal service. 
- Members hire their own ‘clerical help 
on a $5,000 yearly allowance—$7,000 in 
the case of Commit ee hairmen, A. check 
yesterday showed there were 73 women 
on the June payrolls bearing the name of 
the representative who appointed them. 

The records do not disclose their rela- 
tionship. Many are wives; many, daugl- 
ters or sisters. | 

But the point is that members do not 
interpret the clause they voted for the 
rest of the Government as affecting their 
clerical establishment. “No curtailment 
in clerk hire allowance is ordered in the 
ecénomy Dill, they point out; hence why 
‘should there be dismissals? | 


_Open Season | be right of 
or Venting married women 
‘Suppressed to engage in gail- 
Prejudices” ful occupation, 02 
The New York 
World-Telegram, with men, was dé 


gers, Buffalo, N.Y: 
“woman attorney, at the annual conve!: 
tion of Zonta International here Friday. 


ONGRES. 
| SIONAL wives 
appearing on the 

“legislative pay roll, | 
and there are many 
of them on Capitol 


fected by the “Mar. 
ried Worker” 


fended by Mr. 
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August 13, 1932 


«Although we hes a great deal about 
married. women workers taking the bread 
out of unemployed men’s mouths, nothing 
ig said about the bread they put in the 
mouths..of thousands of families who 

otherwise would be in the bread line,” 
Mrs. Redgers said, 

“The present economic. distress fur- 

nishes a happy excuse for many employ- 
ers of women, public officials and cor- 
porations to make it an open season on 
married women, and vent their suppressed 
prejudices against giving them employ- 
ment. 
Prosperity will not be brought back 
by discharging people who are filling 
their jobs efficiently in order to give the 
jobs to others,” she said. “Every wage 
earner, whether she be married or singie, 
who is earning money and spending it 
normally, is doing her share toward solv- 
ing the present situation, and conditions 
will not be improved by discharging her 
and destroying her buying power. 


“If marriage is automatically to dis-. 
qualify a woman for continuing her job 


or profession, there is no inducement for 
women to educate themselves and take 


technical training, because they must be- 


long to a class of casual, temporary, 
makeshift workers with the resulting low 
wages,” Mrs. Rodgers said. 


66T\EPRESSION 

DIVORCES” 
are no joke, The 
idea may sound like 
a funny newspaper 


“Depression 
Divorces" 


Rodney Dutcher, in 
Eacelsior Springs 


(aicseuurs) story, but 30 or 40 
women in the Gov- 
June 6, 1932. 


- ernment service ac- 
tually have visited 
the Netional s Party headquar- 
ters in the last two or three weeks and 
declared their intention of getting legal 
separations from their husbands in case 
Congress provided in its economy measure 
that when husband and wife work for the 
Government one of them will be first con- 
sidered for dismissal when employees 
must be fired. The theory is that a sepa- 
ration contract would exempt them. 

The Woman’s Party recently boycotted 
a railroad which began to fire married 
women from its clerical force as a matter 
of policy, after showering its president 
with telegrams from members over the 


country. A competing road hastened to — 


assure the girls that it would adopt no 
such policy and meanwhile would be glad 
to get their business. 


Senator Lewis 


URING roll- 
Asks a Question : eall on the 
The Daily News, legislative appro- 


priation bill, Sena- 
tor Lewis hastily 
entered the cham- 
ber. He exclaimed: 
“I was out of the chamber, and I want 


Washington, D. C., 
June 29, 1932. 


June 26, 1932. 


to cast a vote that would be in favor of 
the married women to have a right te earn 
their living as well as the men. 


How: 
should I vote?” . 

The president pro tempore replied that 
he could not answer that qnestion. 

“Then,” chirped Lewis, “if the chair 
cannot answer me as to the married 
women, I would like to know if he can 
give me an expert opinion as to one who 
is not married.” ot 


OPULENT MARRIED 
WORKERS 


The following are actual cases of hus- 
bands. and wives, both in Government 
service, and their dependents. These are 

~ typical of the many who have appealed to — 
the National Woman’s Party to help es- 
tablish a woman’s right to a job: | 

Husband’s salary, $1,740; wife’s salary, 
$1,920. Wife supports her father; hus- 
band supports his mother and helps with 

his sister. 

Husband’s salary, $1,900; wife’s salary, 
$1,640. They are buying a home. If either 
‘fs discharged, it means losing the home 

|} and everything already paid on it. 
Husband’s salary, $1,240; wife’s salary, 
$1,800. They support husband’s parents. 


IV. 
Husband's salary, $36.88 a week, $1,917 
per year; wife’s salary, $24 per week, 
- $1,248 per year. They contribute to sup- 
port of fourteen people: A daughter with 
six children, wife’s mother, and wife’s 
widowed sister with four children. 


Husband’s salary, $2,000; wife’s salary, 
$1,765. Wife’s 72-year-old mother is 
totally dependent on her. Buying heme, 
which would be lost if either lost job. 
‘hese are but 2 few of hundreds of 
cases, records of which are on file. 


“Why Penalize EGARDING 
Marriage?” statements made 
The Washington the Senate 
Post, oor concerning 


Economy Bill, Sec. 
212, relating to 
Married Persons: 
1, If married 
women are to be discharged, is there any 
guarantee that the ones retained will be 
those persons supporting large families, 
and not single men without dependents? 
2. If the basis for government employ- 
ment is need, why discharge a married 
woman with children or parents to sup- 


Washington, D. C., 


_ port, and retain an unmarried person 


without dependents? And why allow 
anyone to work if he or she has inde- 
pendent means? 

3. In saying that one salary is enough 
for a family, is it not necessary to know 


/ 


~ Offers Home to 


223 


whether the salary is $1,000, or $10,000, 


and whether the family consists of one 
or of five persons? 

4, If one salary is enough in a house- 
hold, why especially penalize marriage? 
Why allow a son or daughter to work if 
the father is able to support them? There © 
are many instances in which two or more 
of a family are in Government. service. 
Is it fair to legislate only against mar- 
ried persons? 


N the advertising 


‘Economy columns of The 

Widows" Washington Herald 

this morning ap- 

pears an item that 

Washington, D. C., probably will bring 

gladness to the 

28, hearts of many 
women. 


The Herald is not prepared to socdict 


how the item wili react on an equal num- 


ber of men, because this is what it says: 
“Married women planning to separate 


temporarily from their husbands owing 


to recent legislation and desiring com- 
fortable home, communicate with Box 


A33, The Washington Herald.” 


And so a new industry comes to Wash. 
ington! 

Miss Mae Felps of the 100 block of B 
street N. E., alert to the plight of great 
numbers of prospective “lose-a-husband- 
and-save-a-job widows,” conceived the 
idea of operating a home where they 
could all get together and disenss the 
hardness of the heart of Uncle Sam who 
forced them to leave their husbands. 


Several large, cool homes have been in- 


‘ spected by Miss Felps, and the number 


she will rent depends on the number of 


answers she veceives to her advertisement. 


It follows, of course, that “economy 
widowers” soon will start to seek ecom- 


. fortable wifeless homes. 


ARRY in haste 


"Cheated of 
Marital Happiness’ and repent in 
lence of Govern- 
Herald, 
ment employees 


Washington, D. C., 


August 6. 1992 who are being 


-whisked out of 
office as the result 
of reductions. 
- Under the economy act it is the oie 
married who are the first to feel the knife 
in a wage cut, Under this act employed 
married persons in the Government serv- 
ice, living. together, are subject to first 
dismissal. 

This regulation, the disgruntled Gov- 
ernment employees are exclaiming, is 
“striking at the institution of marriage,” 
and they add: 

“Men and women who are planning to 
marry are giving up the idea. 
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the breaks to bachelor-maids., 


pressions. 


“Men and women who have been mar- 


ried for years are obtaining divorces and 
legal separations in order to free them- 
selves from the married classification.” 

The act, the women contend, gives all 
It fosters 
a national notion to keep married women 
in the kitchen. 


Analysis of the regulation ‘Wladlones 


that its provisions also may result in 
many men being wrenched from their 


offices and suddenly encumbered with 


_ Applauds Married Women Workers 


ARL SANDBURG, poet of Chicago, 
biographer of Lincoln, and whole. 


: hearted lover of the universe, has been 


drifting about the country—as the cap- 
tion goes—and jotting down his im- 


times without encountering striking argu- 
ments for Equal Rights. Carl Sandburg 
relates the following incident from his 
experience in Arizona: 


“IT visited an old friend one evening. 


Two couples dropped in for a call, one of 
the men a civil engineer, the other a sales- 
man. After they left my friend remarked: 

“"There are two good men who ought 
to be working. They want work. One of 


them lost his job a year ago. The other 
one has been out for a year and a half — 
and has written over 600 letters hunting” p 


a job. They are lucky in the wives they 


_ picked. One wife is a stenographer, the : 


other manages an apartment house? =~ 
“IT could give a dozen other instances 


of good men whose wives have connected 
with jobs that keep the family going. In 
one case the man was a stoek broker, 
whose business was wiped out. His wife 
started a home during the depression. . 


‘It’s hard work,’ she told me, ‘but it’s 
more fun than I expected.’ Meanwhile the 
husband is still trying to sell stocks. 


“The registration of students in State 
teachers’ colleges is on the increase. More — 


young people want to be teachers and an 
increasing number believe positions are 


more readily obtainable if they have 


credits from a State college. At several 


of sueh State colleges they say the teach- 


ing profession has had an influx of women 


‘who formerly taught school, left their po- 


sitions when they married, and, now that 
their husbands are unemployed, have re- 
turned to their former occupations.” 


Denies Discriminating Against Women 


NNOUNCEMENT having been made 

in the June number of Drug Trade 
News that the Owens-Illinois Glass Com- 
pany of Toledo, Ohio, intended giving 
“priority to men” in putting 2,000 addi- 
tional employees to work, the New York 
City Committee of the National Woman’s 
Party, through Jane Norman Smith, sent 


One does not go far in these 


household duties, in cases where their 


wives prefer to keep their jobs. 
Mrs. Edwina Avery, chairman of the 
Government Workers’ Couneil-of the Na- 
tional Woman’s Party, declared: 

“We're not going back to the kitchens. 
We're not going to stand by and see the 
institution of marriage pushed into the 


dark ages in the name of économy. an 
“This regulation is swelling divorce 


ranks. It is discouraging marriage. Hap- 
pily married men and women are being 


Feminist Notes 


a letter of protest to ‘the: Company. It 


elicited the following si 


Miss Ja ane » Norman Smith, 
“National Woman’s Party, — 
“543 Fifth Avenue at Street, 
“New York, 


“Dear Miss Smith: Your ‘the 


18th makes one realize how difficult it is 
to control the nature of the news storie?” 
which get into the press of the country. | 


I think your entire letter is answered by 


telling you that the story which we. 
released to the papers, in towns where we | 
have plants located, contained the fol- 


lowing statement: . 

‘The in employment 
to new help must be given to those peo- 
ple who have worked for us before and 


who have been thrown out of work. be- 


cause of the necessity of our having cur- 


tailed-our operation. . Preference is also 
to be given to heads of families.’ 


; “We certainly have no intentiop of dis- 
criminating against the many faithful 


women who have worked for us for years. 
and who have supported 
thereby. 


“T hope that this may ‘aeake up any 
-. question that might be in your mind re- 


garding our attitude in the matter. 
“Yours. very truly, 
E, Levis.” 


Norwegian Feminists Demand New 
Nationality Convention 


OPIES of ‘Norges Kvinde, important 


newspaper of Norway, with promi- 
nent headlines emphasizing a first-page 


_ article protesting against Norwegian rati- 


fication of the unequal Hague Nationality 


Convention, have just reached Woman’s 


Party headquarters in Washington, This 


article, signed by Nanna With, interna-. 


tionally beloved Norwegian Feminist and 
a guest two years ago at Alva Belmont 
House, calls the attention of the Nor- 
wegian public to the fact that Norway 
and Monaco are first among the countries 
of the world in ratifying the convention; 
and that this ratification, put through 
casually, almost haphazardly, without 


Rights 


forced to separate in order to assure | 
themselves sufficient incomes to continue” 
the education of their children. : 

“It is driving young men and women’ 
to live together without the legality of 
marriage. It is creating a tremendous 
problem and the Woman’s Party is will. 


ing to fight the battle for these women HAA 
_ who are being cheated of marital happi- 


ness because of a law that refuses to hire 
and fire on efficiency, preferring to pro- 
ceed under the guise of economy.” 


: general knowledge as to what was being 


done, represents a distinct departure | 
from Norway’s traditional stand for jus. | 
tice and equality. The article ends with 


a demand for withdrawal of the ratifica. 


tion, and a strong commendation of the 
equality reservation to the United States’ 
entrance to the World Court sponsored 


by the of the 


United States. 


“Norwegian Feminists sent of the 
article to every member of their Parlia- 
ment, and declare uncompromisingly that 
Norway must reverse the hasty action of 


ratification which does not represent the 


will of the people, and must stand for 
submission to the nations of the world of 
a new nationality agreement based on 
equality, 


“he We Marching On” 
HE first woman State Senator in the 
United States and the first woman to 


| act as a public telephone operator died 


within a few days of each other in July. 
Pioneers in the progress of women, bot) 
of then, their passing serves to affirm 
once more how far women have come in 


how short a time; a fact of which we are 
often forgetful in justified impatience 


that so much remains to be done. ‘“No' 
other movement has progressed so swiftly 


as the Feminist movement,” Gail Laugh- 
‘lin’ reminded her hearers at National 


Woman’s Party headquarters a short time: 
ago; “in no other movement has the ad- 


vance been so rapid and so sure.” 


Dr. Martha Hughes Cannon, who died 


. in’ Los Angeles on July 10 at the age of 


75, was elected to the Utah Legislature in 
1896, and served two terms. At almost 


_the same time, Mary Beatrice Kennedy, 


who began work as a telephone operator 
in the old Nassau exchange in New York 
on September 21, 1878, died in New Yor! 
at the age of 


“DAY ‘PRINTING ‘COMPANY | 
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600 East Lombard Stress | 
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